For example, the authors state that their study focuses on "the impact of individuals' residential history and obesity", they say their aim is "to disentangle which contextual characteristics are likely to be involved in an individual's life course", they want to know "how longitudinal measurement of residential area characteristics is integrated in the study of the impacts of physical and socioeconomic environments on adult weight status". In addition, they say that "mapping the literature regarding the neighborhood effect on obesity, …", and that their review has "…the objective of summarizing the influence on distal factors on the development of obesity". I would recommend that the authors define their exposure of interest (this may be residential re-location as well as changes in the neighborhood environment over time) as soon as possible in the introduction. Then, I recommend to use the same language throughout the manuscript and refrain from general descriptions such as 'distal factors' when they mean 'neighborhood factors'. This should also be implemented in the abstract. In addition, from the methods section it is not entirely clear whether the included studies will focus on neighborhood effects only, or on physical and social environmental factors from a broader context as well. This should be made clear.
Abstract: the authors mention in the strengths and limitations that their comprehensive search strategy takes into account the complexity of neighbourhood research. However, this should be reflected in the abstract. Currently, the authors do not clearly distinguish between the effects of residential history ((reasons for) re-location) and changes in the neighbourhood environment over time, and also do not mention residential self-selection, which may play a very important role.
Introduction: the authors do a good job in explaining the background for this study. Could they provide a bit more detail with regard to (p5, line 31) 'due to the absence of exchangeability between context'? It is not entirely clear to me what the authors mean here. p7, line 16, do the authors mean 'and were not necessarily specific on…'? p7, line 17, I think it would be unfair to claim that these previous reviews have used broad definitions of neighborhoods and were not specific about the indicators used to measure it when actually these reviews were not specifically focused on neighborhood effects, but rather on broader environmental influences on obesity. I suggest the authors nuance this. Table 3 . Under 'exposure', will the authors describe in detail how 'longitudinal changes' were modelled in the analysis? Under 'potential biases', will the authors be extracting data about funders and/or conflict of interest statements? What tool to detect 'risk of bias' or to assess 'methodological quality' will the authors use? This needs to be specified in this research protocol. P12, line 41/42. I think that the statement that 'little evidence allowed them to make informed, evidence-based decisions' is a bit strong and does not do justice to the complexity of obesity. Yes, cross-sectional observational studies have important limitations. However, we should not expect that 'evidence-based decisions' in the field of obesity prevention through environmental approaches will be based on 'gold standard' studies such as RCTs. It is even questionable whether longitudinal studies provide that much more causal evidence, given the potential strong role of self-selection. Given these issues, I think it would be unwise to give policy makers the opportunity to sit back and wait for a stronger evidence base (whatever form this stronger evidence base would take). Of course, this is my personal opinion, but I would like to stress that there are different types of evidence that each may contribute to better policy making for health.
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GENERAL COMMENTS
Although the authors explain that they have made a deliberate choice not to include studies on children in their study protocol for scoping review, I think this is a missed chance. The development of overweight in children is influenced by their obesogenic (neighbourhood) environment and often tracks into adulthood. For policy and practice this would be more interesting, than to examine the development of overweight in adults. But as the authors indicate, this falls beyond the scope of this study protocol. A methodological concern of mine is including studies which measure overweight in childhood and adulthood, thus having time points in different developmental stages. Did the authors take this into consideration? Can this be clarified?
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Response to reviewer-1 1-Reviewer's comment : I would recommend that the authors define their exposure of interest (this may be residential re-location as well as changes in the neighborhood environment over time) as soon as possible in the introduction. Then, I recommend to use the same language throughout the manuscript and refrain from general descriptions such as 'distal factors' when they mean 'neighborhood factors'.
Response : Following this comment, we have reworked the focus of this review by eliminating the notion of residential history from the title and objectives and completing them with a more general definition of longitudinal designs (changes highlighted in yellow). Residential history is only one phenomenon that is taken into account in longitudinal designs, which also attempt to deal with selfselection and change in the neighbourhood environment. Although residential history is the focus of our broader research project (not presented in this review) we are also interested in all aspects of longitudinal designs which we hope we have now made clearer. p1, line 1; p2, lines 12-14; p2, lines 24-27; p5, lines 29-30; p6, lines 2-4; p6, lines 14-15; p6, lines 17-18; p6, lines 22-23; p8, Table 1 ; p11, line 10; p12, Table 3 ; p13, lines 3-5.
2-Reviewer's comment : In addition, from the methods section it is not entirely clear whether the included studies will focus on neighborhood effects only, or on physical and social environmental factors from a broader context as well. This should be made clear.
Response : Our review will be focused on studies that are interested in neighbourhood effects. In that regard, some minor additions were made throughout the manuscript (p2, line 8; p6, line16; p13, line 10) and eligibility criteria were modified (see response 9 for more details)
3-Reviewer's comment : Abstract: please include information about the screening process and that this will be done by two authors.
Response: The "Methods and Analysis" section was updated to include information about the screening process and the involvement of two authors: p2, lines 17-20 4-Reviewer's comment : Abstract: the authors mention in the strengths and limitations that their comprehensive search strategy takes into account the complexity of neighbourhood research. However, this should be reflected in the abstract. Currently, the authors do not clearly distinguish between the effects of residential history ((reasons for) re-location) and changes in the neighbourhood environment over time, and also do not mention residential self-selection, which may play a very important role.
Response : The comprehensive nature of the search strategy was added in the Method and Analysis section of the abstract. p2, line 16. The important distinction suggested by the reviewer between relocation, change in the neighbourhood environment and self-selection, is now clearly mentioned on p5, in lines 18-21.
5-Reviewer's comment : Introduction: the authors do a good job in explaining the background for this study. Could they provide a bit more detail with regard to (p5, line 31) 'due to the absence of exchangeability between context'? It is not entirely clear to me what the authors mean here.
Response: We agree that exchangeability should be explained more clearly and its link with crosssectional designs studies should be specified. Since this notion is only one of the methodological difficulties involved in cross-sectional designs (and not necessarily solved by longitudinal designs) we chose to revise the paragraph and exclude the notion of exchangeability in order to keep the focus on the temporal perspective that is provided by longitudinal designs. p5, lines 18-21 6-Reviewer's comment : p7, line 16, do the authors mean 'and were not necessarily specific on…'?
Response: The sentence was modified entirely in answer to the next suggestion.
7-Reviewer's comment : p7, line 17, I think it would be unfair to claim that these previous reviews have used broad definitions of neighborhoods and were not specific about the indicators used to measure it when actually these reviews were not specifically focused on neighborhood effects, but rather on broader environmental influences on obesity. I suggest the authors nuance this.
Response: This important nuance is very relevant. It was decided to exclude the reference to other reviews in this part of the text as it was not necessary to the understanding of the search method. p7, line 4
8-Reviewer's comment : Table 1 : Population. It is unclear whether authors will include studies that tracked individuals from childhood or adolescence into adulthood. Given the interest in the life-course perspective, readers may be interested if studies with a 20-year follow-up, starting at age 16, would be excluded. Could the authors please specify this?
Response : This is a very important comment that was also raised by Reviewer-2. We have modified the protocol to include only studies that have at least two measurements in adulthood even though they also include measurements in youth. We suggest that this selection criteria will allow the review to focus on adult neighbourhood effect on obesity without rejecting too many studies that would also involve measurements during other periods of life. p7, Table 1 9-Reviewer's comment : Table 1 : Exposure. Do the authors mean that studies on any type of residential administratively delimited geographic area will be included, such as studies on districts, municipalities, cities etc? If this is the case, it is unclear why the authors have specified their interest in the concepts of neighborhoods.
Response : We appreciate this suggestion. Our focus will be on neighbourhood influences on obesity. As such, our exposure criteria should specify the scale of interest. Defining the neighbourhood scale is not an easy task as it can take different forms. We suggest that the neighbourhood scale should be some kind of formal or informal city division or buffer smaller than the city it is included in. A sentence has been included in the exposure criteria to reflect this more explicitly: "The geographic area will have to be defined at the neighborhood level, which is smaller than a city or municipal area." p7, Table 1. 10-Reviewer's comment : Table 3 . Under 'exposure', will the authors describe in detail how 'longitudinal changes' were modelled in the analysis?
Response: We expect that the selected studies will use diverse types of statistical analysis and part of our interest in this review is to investigate which statistical models are associated with which type of longitudinal data. Therefore we intend to describe the statistical models that are used and how they take longitudinal change into account. Since this is an important aspect of our review we decided to include a "type of model used" variable in Table 3 .
11-Reviewer's comment : Under 'potential biases', will the authors be extracting data about funders and/or conflict of interest statements?
Response: This is an interesting suggestion. Funding and conflict of interest are definitely a source of bias and could hold a scientific research objective in itself. But since our assessment of bias is focused on the strength and weakness of design types, rather than the quality of the results of a particular study, we consider that extracting data about funding or conflict of interest is not as necessary as it would be in a systematic review. In order to prioritize our research objectives, we chose not to extract this information.
12-Reviewer's comment : What tool to detect 'risk of bias' or to assess 'methodological quality' will the authors use? This needs to be specified in this research protocol.
Response: To address this suggestion, we included a new paragraph to discuss the selection of a quality assessment process. There seems to be, in the literature, no consensus on which quality assessment tool to use for observational studies. Therefore, we chose the Joanna Briggs Institute Critical Appraisal tool, which met our needs for evaluating the strengths and weaknesses associated with the various longitudinal designs. p11, line 12-18.
13-Reviewer's comment : P12, line 41/42. I think that the statement that 'little evidence allowed them to make informed, evidence-based decisions' is a bit strong and does not do justice to the complexity of obesity. Yes, cross-sectional observational studies have important limitations. However, we should not expect that 'evidence-based decisions' in the field of obesity prevention through environmental approaches will be based on 'gold standard' studies such as RCTs. It is even questionable whether longitudinal studies provide that much more causal evidence, given the potential strong role of selfselection. Given these issues, I think it would be unwise to give policy makers the opportunity to sit back and wait for a stronger evidence base (whatever form this stronger evidence base would take). Of course, this is my personal opinion, but I would like to stress that there are different types of evidence that each may contribute to better policy making for health.
Response: We would like to thank the reviewer for sharing this opinion. We perfectly agree and we revised the entire document aiming this point clearer through all sections of the manuscript. The conclusion of the protocol was nuanced considering acknowledging the complexity of the obesity problem and the variety of evidence that could lead to better planning of health-promoting environments. p5, line 10-14; p13, line14-23.
Response to reviewer-2
1-Reviewer's comment : Although the authors explain that they have made a deliberate choice not to include studies on children in their study protocol for scoping review, I think this is a missed chance. The development of overweight in children is influenced by their obesogenic (neighbourhood) environment and often tracks into adulthood. For policy and practice this would be more than to
